United States Patent and Trademark Office 



UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT OF COMMERCE 
I nilid Stall-, Patent and Trademark Office 

Address: COMMISSIONER FOR PATENTS 



APPLICATION NO. 



FILING DATE 



FIRST NAMED INVENTOR 



ATTORNEY DOCKET NO. CONFIRMATION NO. 



10/570.345 



10/20/2000 



513 7590 06/08/2009 

WENDEROTH, LIND & PONACK, L.L.P. 
1030 15th Street, N.W., 
Suite 400 East 

Washington, DC 20005-1503 



HANNON, THOMAS R 



PAPER NUMBER 



DELIVERY MODE 



Please find below and/or attached an Office communication concerning this application or proceeding. 

The time period for reply, if any, is set in the attached communication. 



PTOL-90A (Rev. 04/07) 



l/ffflrC? nVrliUli Otfff Iff ids y 


Application No. 

10/570,345 


Applicant(s) 
OHKI ET AL. 


Examiner 

Thomas R. Hannon 


Art Unit 

3656 





- The MAILING DATE of this communication appears on the cover sheet with the correspondence address — 
Period for Reply 



A SHORTENED STATUTORY PERIOD FOR REPLY IS SET TO EXPIRE 3 MONTH(S) OR THIRTY (30) DAYS, 
WHICHEVER IS LONGER, FROM THE MAILING DATE OF THIS COMMUNICATION. 

- Extensions of time may be available under the provisions of 37 CFR 1 .136(a). In no event, however, may a reply be timely filed 
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The listing of references in the specification is not a proper information disclosure 
statement. 37 CFR 1 .98(b) requires a list of all patents, publications, or other information 
submitted for consideration by the Office, and MPEP § 609.04(a) states, "the list may not be 
incorporated into the specification but must be submitted in a separate paper." Therefore, unless 
the references have been cited by the examiner on form PTO-892, they have not been 
considered. 



The nonstatutory double patenting rejection is based on a judicially created doctrine 
grounded in public policy (a policy reflected in the statute) so as to prevent the unjustified or 
improper timewise extension of the "right to exclude" granted by a patent and to prevent possible 
harassment by multiple assignees. A nonstatutory obviousness-type double patenting rejection 
is appropriate where the conflicting claims are not identical, but at least one examined 
application claim is not patentably distinct from the reference claim(s) because the examined 
application claim is either anticipated by, or would have been obvious over, the reference 
claim(s). See, e.g., In re Berg, 140 F.3d 1428, 46 USPQ2d 1226 (Fed. Cir. 1998); In re 
Goodman, 1 1 F.3d 1046, 29 USPQ2d 2010 (Fed. Cir. 1993); In re Longi, 759 F.2d 887, 225 
USPQ 645 (Fed. Cir. 1985); In re Van Ornum, 686 F.2d 937, 214 USPQ 761 (CCPA 1982); In re 
Vogel, 422 F.2d 438, 164 USPQ 619 (CCPA 1970); and In re Thorington, 418 F.2d 528, 163 
USPQ 644 (CCPA 1969). 

A timely filed terminal disclaimer in compliance with 37 CFR 1.321(c) or 1.321(d) may 
be used to overcome an actual or provisional rejection based on a nonstatutory double patenting 
ground provided the conflicting application or patent either is shown to be commonly owned 
with this application, or claims an invention made as a result of activities undertaken within the 
scope of a joint research agreement. 

Effective January 1, 1994, a registered attorney or agent of record may sign a terminal 
disclaimer. A terminal disclaimer signed by the assignee must fully comply with 37 CFR 
3.73(b). 

Claims 1-10 are provisionally rejected on the ground of nonstatutory obviousness-type 
double patenting as being unpatentable over claims 1-10 of copending Application No. 
10/585646. Although the conflicting claims are not identical, they are not patentably distinct 
from each other because claim 1 is generic to all that is recited in the claims of the '646 



application, and therefor anticipates. 
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This is a provisional obviousness-type double patenting rejection because the conflicting 
claims have not in fact been patented. 

The following is a quotation of the second paragraph of 35 U.S.C. 1 12: 

The specification shall conclude with one or more claims particularly pointing out and distinctly claiming the 
subject matter which the applicant regards as his invention. 

Claims 1-10 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 1 12, second paragraph, as being indefinite for 
failing to particularly point out and distinctly claim the subject matter which applicant regards as 
the invention. 

Regarding the independent claim, the grain size number is recited, but the claim does not 
specify the standard used (e.g. ASTM, JIS, etc.). Applicant is asked to specify the standard or to 
provide a numerical value for the dimension. If a standard is specified, a copy of the standard as 
taught in a handbook or reference book should be provided. 

The following is a quotation of the appropriate paragraphs of 35 U.S.C. 102 that form the 
basis for the rejections under this section made in this Office action: 

A person shall be entitled to a patent unless - 

(b) the invention was patented or described in a printed publication in this or a foreign country or in public use or on 
sale in this country, more than one year prior to the date of application for patent in the United States. 

The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set forth in 
section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and the prior art are 
such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the invention was made to a person 
having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. Patentability shall not be negatived by the 
manner in which the invention was made. 
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Claims rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(b) as anticipated by or, in the alternative, under 35 
U.S.C. 103(a) as obvious over Tajima et al. US 6,488,789. 

Tajima discloses a rolling bearing having an outer ring, an inner ring, and a plurality of 

rolling elements, wherein at least one of the members (inner ring 20 for instance) has a nitrogen 

rich layer (col. 7, line 39), and the grain size of austenite crystal grains in the nitrogen rich layer 

is set at 5 um or less (col.9, line 2). There is reason to believe that the specific limitation of the 

grain size number may be an inherent characteristic of Tajima. In accordance with In re Best, 

562 F.2d 1252, 195 USPQ 430, 433 (CCPA1977): 

[W]here the Patent Office has reason to believe that a functional limitation asserted to be 
critical for establishing novelty in the claimed subject matter may, in fact, be an inherent 
characteristic of the prior art, it possesses the authority to require the applicant to prove 
that the subject matter shown to be in the prior art does not possess the characteristic 
relied on. 

This "burden of rebutting may be of the PTO's reasonable assertion of inherency under 35 
USC 102, or of prima facie obviousness under 35 USC 103" (195 USPQ at 432). Accordingly, 
the burden is placed upon the applicant to prove that the grain size number limitation in question 
is not an inherent characteristic of Tajima. 

Additionally, it is noted that even if the grain size number of Tajima is outside the range 
of the claim, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to optimize the grain size number, as this is a known result effective 
variable. 

With respect to the values of the nitrogen content, the hardness and the retained austenite 
content, these are shown to be result effective variables in Tajima. A particular parameter must 
first be recognized as a result-effective variable, i.e., a variable which achieves a recognized 
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result, before the determination of the optimum or workable ranges of said variable might be 
characterized as routine experimentation. In re Antonie, 559 F.2d 618, 195 USPq 6 (CCPA 
1977). 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Thomas R. Hannon whose telephone number is (571) 272-7104. 
The examiner can normally be reached on Monday-Thursday (8:30-7:00). 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Richard WL Ridley can be reached on (571) 272-6917. The fax phone number for 
the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the Patent 
Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for published applications 
may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. Status information for unpublished 
applications is available through Private PAIR only. For more information about the PAIR 
system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should you have questions on access to the Private PAIR 
system, contact the Electronic Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). If you would 
like assistance from a USPTO Customer Service Representative or access to the automated 
information system, call 800-786-9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571-272-1000. 



/Thomas R. Hannon/ 

Primary Examiner, Art Unit 3656 



